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8:
Comments and

Responses
8.1 Introduction

A total of 11 letters with 40 comments were received from various agencies and
members of the public concerning the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration (IS/MND) for the decommissioning and sale of the Montebello Gas
Storage Facility.

8.2 List of Comment Letters Received

The comment letters received on the Draft IS/MND have been grouped by agency
(federal, state, regional, and local), organizations, and members of the public. The
letters are given a letter designation (A for agency and P for public individuals), as are
the comments in each letter. The commenter and the letter numbers are listed below.

FEDERAL AGENCIES

A1. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Carlsbad)

STATE AGENCIES

A2. California Department of Transportation (Los Angeles)

A3. California Department of Highway Patrol (Monterey Park)

A4. California Department of Conservation (Sacramento)

A5. California Department of Fish and Game (South Coast Region)
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REGIONAL AND LOCAL AGENCIES

A6. Los Angeles County Fire Department

A7. Los Angeles County Public Works Department

A8. City of Monterey Park Municipal Service Department

A9. Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation

A10. Southern California Association of Governments

PUBLIC INDIVIDUALS

P1.Harold C. S. Lai

8.3 Responses to Comments

This section contains responses to all of the comments received on the Draft IS/MND
during the review period. Each letter of comment is numbered according to the
numbering system identified above (Ax and Px). Each comment in each letter was
assigned a number (Px-1). Responses are provided to each written comment. Where a
response to a comment has been provided in another response, the reader is referred
to the previous response.

This chapter provides responses to environmental issues raised regarding the
environmental effects of the proposed project, pursuant to §15088 of the CEQA
Guidelines. Comments that state opinions about the overall merit of the project are
not responded to and instead are forwarded to the decision-maker for consideration as
part of their overall evaluation of the proposed project.

All changes to the IS/MND are described in the response and referenced by the page
number on which the original text appears in the IS/MND. Added text is     underlined    ;
deleted text is stricken.



8: Comments and Responses

SCF MGSF Decommissioning and Sale May 11, 2001
Application No. 00-04-031 8-3



8: Comments and Responses

May 11, 2001 SCF MGSF Decommissioning and Sale
8-4 Application No. 00-04-031



8: Comments and Responses

SCF MGSF Decommissioning and Sale May 11, 2001
Application No. 00-04-031 8-5



8: Comments and Responses

May 11, 2001 SCF MGSF Decommissioning and Sale
8-6 Application No. 00-04-031



8: Comments and Responses

SCF MGSF Decommissioning and Sale May 11, 2001
Application No. 00-04-031 8-7

A1 Karen A. Evans, Acting Assistant Field Supervisor,
Ecological Services Division
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Carlsbad Office

A1-1
Response Mitigation measures 4.4-1 and 4.4-4 require the conduct of surveys for the

federally threatened coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica
californica) and other special-status species. Based on the a May 10, 2001
site visit with USFWS and CDFG the Mitigation Monitoring Plan will
require that SCG baseline surveys conduct no later than June 15, 2001 for
plant species and August 30, 2001 for wildlife species. In the event that
plant protocol surveys cannot be implemented by June 15, 2001 because of
seasonal timing, they will be completed no later than June 15, 2002these
surveys not more than one year prior to any ground disturbing activities
related to decommissioning, and that SCG work with the USFWS to
ensure adequate mitigation in the event that any special-status plant or
wildlife species are identified to ensure adequate mitigation.

To clarify the reason why full protocol surveys were not conducted
during preparation of the IS/MND the following text is added as the first
paragraph after the heading “ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS” on page
4.4-15:

Decommissioning of the Montebello Gas Storage Facility is projected
to span a five year period. During that time frame it is possible that
new species may migrate to the site or that other resident species will
be newly listed and require special attention/protection during the
course of the project’s implementation. Ground disturbing activities
associated with decommissioning are not expected to begin until one
or more years into the five year period. Focused or protocol surveys
for plant and wildlife species were not conducted during preparation
of the Initial Study and Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration.
Reconnaissance surveys were conducted to determine the general
range of species that might be encountered during decommissioning
and to define a general approach to ensure protection for any special-
status species.

To ensure that the interests of the USFWS are adequately addressed in
the future focused or protocol surveys will be conducted one year prior to
any ground disturbing activities Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 is revised as
follows:

To ensure that the interests of the USFWS, CDFG and other relevant resource
agencies are adequately addressed in the future focused or protocol surveys will
be conducted not more than one year prior to any ground disturbing activities.
For the purposes of this analysis the baseline condition is assumed to be the
currently permitted levels of operation. Consultation will take place with
USFWS and CDFG prior to implementation of these mitigation measures.
Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 is modified as follows:



8: Comments and Responses

May 11, 2001 SCF MGSF Decommissioning and Sale
8-8 Application No. 00-04-031

Mitigation shall compensate for adverse effects of other activities discussed
below. Impact-reducing measures to be undertaken prior to or during
decommissioning shall include:

a. Baseline surveys of special-status and sensitive species identified during the
May 10, 2001 field visit shall be conducted by SCG no later than June 15,
2001 for plant species and August 30, 2001 for wildlife species. In the event
that plant protocol surveys cannot be implemented by June 15, 2001 because
of seasonal timing, they will be completed no later than June 15, 2002.
Future surveys may require alteration of the species list in consultation with
USFWS and CDFG.

b. Protocol surveys shall be conducted for special-status and sensitive species
having suitable habitat as identified by CDFG during a site visit on May 10,
2001. The surveys shall be conducted during the appropriate season, and
not more than one year prior to the first ground-disturbing activity, the
surveys shall clearly identify the precise locations, presence, and
degrees/types of use of the species. The surveys shall strictly adhere to all
current (at implementation) protocols established or regulated by the
USFWS and the CDFG. The USFWS and CDFG shall be contacted prior to
commencing the surveys for the purpose of defining protocol requirements.
The USFWS and CDFG shall be provided copies of the survey results for the
purpose of assessing the need for mitigation and the appropriate mitigation
required for the resource type and extent of potential impact.

c. Isolation and demarcation of special-status plant populations or designated
special-status species wildlife habitat prior to and during decommissioning.

d. Within the decommissioning area, collection of seeds and seedlings for
dominant species of sensitive vegetation communities (i.e., coast sage scrub,
riparian) that may require restoration. These seeds and seedlings may be
suitable for protection and development of nursery stocks by others for
relocation and replanting on MGSF sites not planned for development or
other lands approved by USFWS and CDFG. Seed collection will not be
used for restoration of rare plants. High quality top soil from the impacted
site should be segregated and used for any future re-planting efforts.

e. Provision of suitable gnatcatcher and horned lizard nesting sites on other
lands during the  decommissioning period. In general, this type of mitigation
has not proven highly successful and should not be relied upon as the sole
method of offset or mitigation.

f. Replacement planting of listed trees at replacement ratios determined
suitable and appropriate, in consultation with the Cities of Montebello and
Monterey Park and the County of Los Angeles.

SCG shall conduct surveys for special-status plant species during the
appropriate flowering period prior to surface-disturbing activities.

If impacts to endangered, threatened or special status plants and project
impacts to plants cannot be avoided, mitigation alternatives and plans shall be
designed based on the specific requirements of the species and habitat involved.
The plan shall include a combination of on-site and off-site mitigation:

a. On-site: Partial avoidance, seed collection with re-seeding, or acquisition of
seedlings from a nursery and/or replacement of stockpiled soil, as directed
by USFWS and CDFG. Any on-site re-planting plans shall include
monitoring for a minimum of five years to determine success of re-seeding
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and habitat creation. The mitigation shall be implemented prior to surface
disturbance of listed plants.

b. Off-site: Land acquisition or use of a conservation easement over an existing
population of the special-status species that the project eliminated
(minimum 1:1 replacement). Establishment of a management endowment as
necessary to provide for long-term management of the population.

A1-2
Response Please see response to A1-1.

A1-3
Response  Please see response to A1-1.

A1-4
Response Please see response to A1-1. Also, as part of conducting focused or

protocol surveys as required by Mitigation Measures 4.4-1 and 4.4-4
delineation of acreage that could be impacted by decommissioning
activities will be identified. Please also see Appendix H for a copy of the
site delineation completed by LSA Associates.

A1-5
Response  Please see response to A1-2.
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A2 Stephen J. Buswell, Transportation Planning Office
California Department of Transportation, Los Angeles

A2-1
Response If the project requires transportation of heavy construction equipment

and/or materials that use oversized-transport vehicles on State highways,
SCG will apply for and obtain a Caltrans transportation permit in
accordance with provisions of the California Motor Vehicle Code and
other applicable California laws. Prior to use of state facilities for these
trucks, SCG will prepare a construction traffic management plan for
Caltrans’ review as noted in mitigation measure 4.15-1.
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A3 H. A. Acevedo, Captain Commander
California Department of Highway Patrol (CHP)
East Los Angeles Area

A3-1
Response Comment noted.

A3-2
Response In the event of a release of hazardous materials into the atmosphere or a

fire SCG will notify the City of Montebello and City of Monterey Park Fire
Departments to ensure that appropriate protocols and procedures are in
effect to facilitate CHP’s response, if necessary.
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A4 Kenneth E. Trott, Environmental Coordinator,
California Department of Conservation,
Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources,
Sacramento Office

A4-1
Response Comment noted.

A4-2
Response As noted in the IS/MND, SCG will enlist an independent expert to

conduct general soil gas monitoring. SCG will coordinate with DOGGR to
review well monitoring procedures and data during the gas recovery and
decommissioning phases.

A4-3
Response Comment noted.

A4-4
Response Mitigation measure 4.6-1 is changed to read: “…the systems shall use

some means of concentrating gases released from the well within     2 ft    of
the casing…”

A4-5
Response After plugging and abandonment, and prior to installation of a well vent

system, a gas leak test will be witnessed and approved by DOGGR in
accordance with applicable California Codes and regulations.

A4-6
Response The reference to DOGGR in mitigation measure 4.6-18 is deleted, as

follows: “…systems shall be approved by the City of Montebello and by
DOGGR in order that building permits and approvals can be issued before
construction…”
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A5 William E. Tippets, Environmental Program Manager
California Department of Fish and Game (South Coast Region)

A5-1
Response The biology section of the IS/MND was emailed to Brad Henderson on

April 16, 2001 with the two missing lines that did not print on page 4.4-6
of the IS/MND. The two missing lines are:

“ …vegetation and habitat map. The results of the mapping effort are
shown in Figure 4.4-1 and a list of plant species found at the Main
Facility is in Appendix D.”

The comment that there are two missing pages is inaccurate. Pages 4.4-7
and 4.4-8 are the page numbers for Figure 4.4-1, which is the vegetation
map for the project site.

A5-2
Response The text on page 4.4-12 has been modified to read “The Department is not

authorized to issue permits for either the taking or possession of species
so designated.” It is also noted that the white-tailed kite (elanus leucurus).

A5-3
Response Mitigation Measure 4.4-1d has been revised as follows:

Within the decommissioning area, collection of seeds and seedlings for
dominant specieis of sensitive vegetation communities (i.e., coast sage
scrub, riparian) that may require restoration. These seeds and
seedlings may be suitable for protection and development of nursery
stocks by others for relocation and replanting on MGSF sites not
planned for development or other lands approved by USFWS and
CDFG. Seed collection will not be used for restoratiuon of rare
plants.High quality top soil from the impacted site should be
segregated and used for any future re-planting efforts.

A5-4
Response The wetland delineation report by LSA is now included as Appendix H.

currently no impacts are identified to Waters of the US that may also
require a Section 1601 Agreement from the CDFG.

A5-5
Response Please see response to A5-4. A scrivener’s error stated that there are no

wetlands on the site. Figure 4.4-1 correctly identifies a total of 0.10 ac of
wetland on the Main Facility and East Site. The response to Checklist
Question c on page 4.4-16 is revised to correct the error:

Checklist Question c) “Blue-line streams” did once occur on the
Main Facility. Other drainages on the Main Facility and East Site
contain mulefat scrub and willows vegetation. Given the past
disturbance for these features, the value of these drainages as
functional wetlands may be limited. Although no “blue-line streams”
remain on any MGSF site, some riparian habitat and trees suggest
that remnant wetlands may still persist within the Main Facility site
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and East SiteA reconnaissance survey of the Main Facility and East
Site was conducted for the purpose of determine the presence of
wetlands or other waters of the United States. The survey concluded
that a total of approximately 0.10 ac exists between the two sites
along the historic drainage courses.

A5-6
Response As agreed with USFWS and CDFG, baseline surveys will be completed for

special-status and sensitive plant and wildlife during 2001. Additional
surveys will be conducted no more than 1 year prior to decommissioning
activities.

A5-7
Response Please see response to A5-6.

A5-8
Response The significance criteria used to assess potential environmental effects of

the proposed Project and connected actions were defined by Checklist
Questions a through f. The bulleted items identify additional significance
criteria.

A5-9
Response Comment noted.

A5-10
Response Raptor surveys will be conducted prior to any ground disturbing activities

to avoid impacts.

A5-11
Response Comment noted.

A5-12
Response Coastal cactus wren will be included in the focused surveys.

A5-13
Response The biological assessment conducted during preparation of the Initial

Study and Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration preliminarily concluded
that the extent and density of coastal sage scrub was too small and
dispersed to provide adequate habitat for the San Diego coast horned
lizard (Phynosoma coronatum blainvillei). As commented in the
response to A1-1, Mitigation Measures 4.4-1 and 4.4-4 require the conduct
of surveys for the federally threatened coastal California gnatcatcher
(Polioptila californica californica) and other special-status species. The
Mitigation Monitoring Plan will require SCG to conduct baseline surveys
in addition to surveys not more than one year prior to any ground
disturbing activities related to decommissioning, and that SCG work with
the Department of Fish and Game in the event that any special-status
plant or wildlife species are identified to ensure adequate mitigation.
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A5-14
Response Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 describes in detail the avoidance and

minimization techniques for coastal sage scrub.

A5-15
Response Relocation shall not be included as a mitigation measure.

A5-16
Response As agreed to with USFWS and CDFG baseline surveys will be conducted

before August 2001.

A5-17
Response No impacts are anticipated to wetlands, etc. at this time. If nesting sites,

eggs, etc. are found on site SCG will notify and consult with USFWS and
CDFG.

A5-18
Response Commented noted.

A5-19
Response Please see revised Mitigation Measures 4.4-1 and 4.4-4.

A5-20
Response A CDGF representative toured the project site on May 10, 2001 and has

assisted in providing clarifications to text and mitigation measures.
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A6 David R. Leininger, Acting Chief,
Forestry Division Prevention Bureau,
County of Los Angeles Fire Department

A6-1
Response Comment noted.

A6-2
Response Comment noted.

A6-3
Response Comment noted.
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A7 James A. Noyes, Director of Public Works
John T. Walker, Assistant Deputy Director, Traffic and Lighting
County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works

A7-1
Response Comment noted.

A7-2
Response Both the State of California Department of Transportation and the City of

Monterey Park have reviewed the IS/MND and provided comments.
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A8 Ray Hamada, Planning Manager
City of Monterey Park Municipal Services Center

A8-1
Response Comment noted.

A8-2
Response The Montebello Oil Field produced oil from sandstone reservoirs deep

beneath the surface. Shale beds cap each sandstone reservoir. These rock
layers form a geologic structure shaped like an elongated dome.
Maximum subsidence occurred when oil and associated fluids were
withdrawn during field production. Injection of gas during use as a
storage field is unlikely to cause significant uplift of the geologic
structure. Therefore, only very minor surface subsidence associated with
degassing is anticipated.

Southern California Gas Company’s degassing activities are unlikely to
affect monitoring wells at the OII site. An expert in rock mechanics
(Terralog Technologies USA Inc., 2000) conducted an evaluation of
potential subsidence resulting from gas depletion of the storage reservoir.
Based on his calculations, he provides an “order of magnitude estimate”
of 0.44 inch for the maximum subsidence anticipated. This “order of
magnitude estimate” is a range from as little as 0.044 inch to as much as
4.4 inches. Based on expert analysis and professional experience, a
conservative value of about 2 inches was used for the purpose of
environmental review.

Maximum subsidence would occur at or near the center of the field
structure or elongated dome. Since the OII landfill is located on the flank
of this geologic structure, the amount of subsidence encountered at the
landfill would be less than at the center of the field structure. Even if 2
inches of subsidence occurred near the field center, subsidence at OII
landfill would be substantially less, probably much less than 1 inch at the
base of the landfill.

Normal landfill operations result in significant surface subsidence.
Depending on the depth of fill, typical landfill settlement can range from
a few feet to several feet. Landfill monitoring wells, and other facilities,
including intermediate and final covers, and leachate collection systems,
should be designed to withstand subsidence of this magnitude. In
comparison to normal landfill settlement, less than an inch of relatively
uniform bedrock movement associated with degassing would not
contribute significantly to the overall site subsidence. Therefore, no
impacts to OII landfill monitoring wells are anticipated due to the storage
field degassing.

Results of monitoring and analyses will be reported to the City of
Monterey Park. SCG will include the City of Monterey Park staff for
review and evaluation input to any monitoring upgrades. SCG will
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provide all well abandonment documentation to the appropriate local
agencies.

A8-3
Response SCG has indicated that it will provide reports to New Cure, which is

conducting remedial actions at OII, and to the City.

A8-4
Response The analysis of development opportunities for the portion of the MGSF

lands within the City of Monterey Park were based on the currently
adopted General Plan Land Use Element and Zoning Ordinance. Analysis
of potential uses other than that allowed by a properly adopted General
Plan and zoning ordinance would be presumptive of future legislative
decisions of the Monterey Park City Council. It is noted that Monterey
Park City staff have indicated a potentially favorable future decision to
revise the General Plan Land Use and zoning ordinance designations for
the subject property.

A8-5
Response Please see response to A1-1. The focused and protocol surveys required by

mitigation measures 4.4-1 and 4.4-4 will include that portion of the MGSF
located within the City of Monterey Park.

A8-6
Response Please refer to the response to A8-2 above. No measurable impacts to the

landfill protective cover or other facilities are anticipated as a result of
degassing and associated subsidence. As discussed in response A8-2, it is
anticipated that degassing operations would cause approximately 1 inch
or less of surface subsidence at OII. Landfill gas and leachate collection
and conveyance systems, as well as protective cover layers, should be
designed to withstand substantially greater subsidence than this.
Therefore, no impacts to OII landfill facilities are anticipated.

A8-7
Response Copies of the legal description of that portion of the MGSF located within

the City of Monterey Park may be requested from SCG.

A8-8
Response New Cure was not contacted for input to the IS/MND. As the OII landfill

is a Superfund site, the agency responsible for oversight of the
remediation activities is the United States Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA). A public notice was sent to the EPA regarding publication
of the draft IS/MND.

A8-9
Response The future development of any of the MGSF lands may or may not be

subject to separate environmental review. Subsequent future
environmental review would only be required if a proposed use or
development was defined as a project under the provisions of CEQA. If a
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subsequent future proposed use or development does not require any
discretionary review and conforms to all applicable local land use
regulations, such a proposal may be regarded as ministerial in nature.
Ministerial projects are not defined as a project under the provisions of
CEQA and not subject to its requirements. A determination of whether or
not a future proposed use or development is subject to the provisions of
CEQA will be made by the cities of Monterey Park and Montebello at a
later time.
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A9 Larry Hensley, Acting Chief of Planning
County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation

A9-1
Response Comment noted.



8: Comments and Responses

May 11, 2001 SCF MGSF Decommissioning and Sale
8-50 Application No. 00-04-031



8: Comments and Responses

SCF MGSF Decommissioning and Sale May 11, 2001
Application No. 00-04-031 8-51



8: Comments and Responses

May 11, 2001 SCF MGSF Decommissioning and Sale
8-52 Application No. 00-04-031



8: Comments and Responses

SCF MGSF Decommissioning and Sale May 11, 2001
Application No. 00-04-031 8-53

A10 Jeffrey Smith, Senior Planner, intergovernmental Review
Southern California Association of Governments

A10-1
Response Comment noted.
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P1 Harold C. S. Lai
Montebello, CA

P1-1
Response Notification of the proposed project and availability of the Initial Study

and Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration was sent to over 3,500 members
of the Montebello/Monterey Park community. The distribution list
included only those owners of properties listed on the most recent
equalized property tax role as required by provisions of the California
Government Code. As such, the list may not have included individuals
and households that recently acquired property in the area nor did it
include individuals and households who are renters.

P1-2
Response Currently, if any abandoned well leaks due to the effects of SCG gas

injection activities, SCG is responsible for repairing or re-abandoning the
well. Because SCG will be removing essentially all of the injected gas
during decommissioning, it is unlikely that there will be any delayed
effects from gas injection that would cause a well to leak. However, SCG
will remain responsible for any abandoned well leaks that are caused by
its previous injection of gas.

If a well leak is not caused by effects of injected gas, liability for well repair
or re-abandonment is specified by California Public Resources Code
sections 3208.1, 3250, 3251 and 3251.5.

Section 3208.1 states:

3208.1. (a) To prevent, as far as possible, damage to life, health, and
property, the supervisor or district deputy may order the re-
abandonment of any previously abandoned well if the supervisor or
the district deputy has reason to question the integrity of the previous
abandonment. The operator responsible for plugging and abandoning
deserted wells under Section 3237 shall be responsible for the re-
abandonment except in the following situations:

(1) The supervisor finds that the operator plugged and abandoned
the well in conformity with the requirements of this division in effect
at the time of the plugging and abandonment and that the well in its
current condition presents no immediate danger to life, health, and
property but requires additional work solely because the owner of the
property on which the well is located proposes construction on the
property that would prevent or impede access to the well for
purposes of remedying a currently perceived future problem. In this
situation, the owner of the property on which the well is located shall
be responsible for the re-abandonment.

(2) The supervisor finds that the operator plugged and abandoned
the well in conformity with the requirements of this division in effect
at the time of the plugging and abandonment and that construction
over or near the well preventing or impeding access to it was begun on
or after January 1, 1988, and the property owner, developer, or local
agency permitting the construction failed either to obtain an opinion
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from the supervisor or district deputy as to whether the previously
abandoned well is required to be re-abandoned or to follow the
advice of the supervisor or district deputy not to undertake the
construction. In this situation, the owner of the property on which the
well is located shall be responsible for the re-abandonment.

(3) The supervisor finds that the operator plugged and abandoned
the well in conformity with the requirements of this division in effect
at the time of the plugging and abandonment and after that time
someone other than the operator or an affiliate of the operator
disturbed the integrity of the abandonment in the course of
developing the property, and the supervisor is able to determine
based on credible evidence, including circumstantial evidence, the
party or parties responsible for disturbing the integrity of the
abandonment. In this situation, the party or parties responsible for
disturbing the integrity of the abandonment shall be responsible for
the re-abandonment.

(b) Except for the situations listed in paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) of
subdivision (a), nothing in this section precludes the application of
Article 4.2 (commencing with Section 3250) when its application
would be appropriate.

Sections 3250, 3251, and 3251.5 state the following:

3250. The Legislature hereby finds and declares that hazardous and
certain idle-deserted oil and gas wells, as defined in this article, are
public nuisances and that it is essential, in order to protect life,
health, and natural resources that such oil and gas wells be
abandoned, re-abandoned, produced, or otherwise remedied to
mitigate, minimize, or eliminate their danger to life, health, and
natural resources.

The Legislature further finds and declares that, although the
abatement of such public nuisances could be accomplished by means
of an exercise of the regulatory power of the state, such regulatory
abatement would result in unfairness and financial hardship for
certain landowners, while also resulting in benefits to the public.

The Legislature, therefore, finds and declares that the expenditure of
funds to abate such nuisances as provided in this article is for a
public purpose and finds and declares it to be the policy of this state
that the cost of carrying out such abatement be charged to this state's
producers of oil and gas as provided in Article 7 (commencing with
Section 3400).

3251. For the purposes of this article, an oil or gas well is a
"hazardous well" if the supervisor determines that the well is a
potential danger to life, health, or natural resources and there is no
operator determined by the supervisor to be responsible for plugging
and abandoning the well under subdivision (c) of Section 3237. Also,
for the purposes of this article, an oil or gas well is an "idle-deserted
well" if the supervisor determines that the well is deserted under
Section 3237 and there is no operator responsible for its plugging and
abandonment under Section 3237.
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3251.5. (a) Notwithstanding Section 3251, a well shall be deemed a
hazardous well if it has been determined by the supervisor to pose a
present danger to life, health, or natural resources and has been
abandoned in accordance with the requirements of the division in
effect at the time of the abandonment 15 or more years before the
date of the supervisor's determination that it poses such a danger.

(b) Re-abandonment initiated by the supervisor shall not be affected
by the timeline established in this section.
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